
November 1,2005 11:43 AM 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint E h r d  on Univenal Sewice CC Docket %-45 

Dear Representative Fitzptrick: 

1 have serious concerns regarding theFederal CommunicationsCommissions'(FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)wllection method toa monthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituents, including me,my friends.family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfaix change propxed by theFCC. 

As qou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue baais. People who use more pay  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that systemtoo flat fee, that meansthatsomeonewhousesonethousandminuteaamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount intothefundassomeonewhouses~erominute.of longdistanceamonth. Constituentswhowethei~limitedresoulnes 
wisely should not be penalized for doing M). 

AUat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceusers,likestudents,prepaidwireleasuaerqseniorcitirenSandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to giveup theirphonea due bunaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burdenof theUSFfrombhvolume tolow-volumeusen irradicalandunnsesaary. Inaddition,it wouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small husinegses all acr- Ameiim 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,of whichlamamember, keepmeinformedabout theUSFirsuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date informatior on their uielxiie, including l inh to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law d- not require 
~~mpanie~to~ecover,or"passalong'thesefees totheircurtomela, thereality isthat they do. Asacoasumer Iwouldlikeensurel 
amchargedfaiidy. If theFCCg- toanumbers taxed,mysewicewillcostmore. ~da-~~ngtotheCoal i t ionhrffeat  
meetings with top K C  officials, theFCChasplans to change to a flat fee system Icon and without legislation. 

Iv~lloniinuetomonito~developmentson theisaueandcontinuetospreadthewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpass 
alongmyconcemstotheKConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddiaproportionately affect thoseinyour 
constituency. 

Thank you for yourwntinuedworkandIlwkfoMialrd tohearingabout yourpositiononthismatter 

Sinnrely, . .  

Larry Iiall . , 



November I ,  2005 1058 AM 

Senator Mitch McConnell 
US. Senate 
361-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator McConnell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 

'"eats who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat ree .. 
and low-income rcsiuenuai u.la rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly demmental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

'4 Cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 

margie gilbert 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Connie Wagle 
469 Locust Street, Galeshurg, IL 61401 

November 1,2005 1155 AM 

Senator Dick Durbin 
U.S. Senate 
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usem is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition. it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those io your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Connie Wagle 

cc: 

. ,  
'The Federal Communications Commission 

. .  



Jan  Scott 
7148 Santo Place, Rancho Cucamonga, CA91701-8617 

November1,ZOOS 1126AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U S  Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the hnding burden ofthe USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my c o m u n i i ~ .  I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on tbis matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Scott 

cc: 
The Federd Communications Commission 

,:I 

, I  



November I ,  2005 10:46 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
7 16 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to c 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituer, s, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by t .e FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sala Strickland 

cc: 
The Federal Commucicatiors Commission 



Fc;c - MA:LF%yxfl 
Richard Hale 
8705 Springhouse Lane, Raleigh, NC 27617 

November 1,2005 11:28 AM 

Senator Richard Burr 
U.S. Senate 
2 I7 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-000 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessruy. in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Hale 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Donald Lindsay 
132 Pine Ridge Dr. , Whispering Pines, NC 28327 

November 1,2005 10:45 AM 

Representative Howard Cable 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2468 Rayburn House Office Buil.&mg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-StatP.S&nt Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representatir .e Cable: 

1 have serious CC ncerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Uni\'ersaI SeN',ce Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends. ,f;dmily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As ?C;u know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCrL changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
d ,stance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproponionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearins about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Donald Lindsay 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November I ,  2005 1 1 2 7  AM 

Senator Saxhy Chambliss 
U.S. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Chambliss: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it w d d  have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I a m  aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Thomas Autry 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

,. . . ,  



Donald Avigliano 
420 San Juan Drive, Modesto, CA 95354-1617 

November 30,2005 11:OO PM 

Representative Dennis Cardoza 
US. House of Representatives 
435 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Cardoza: 

1 have Senous concerns regarding ine Federal Cumiuniciriuns Con-missions' (FCC: position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this nlaner. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Avigliano 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Carl Nickey 
1417 N Meridian St , Brazil, IN47834-1032 

November 1,2005 11:06 AM 

Senator Evan Bayh 
U.S. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bayh 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amouat into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wou!d have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Carl Nickey 

cc: 
The Federal Comniunications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:28 AM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Ketchum 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Robert Pa?nc 

2901 Can)oii Crcrk 121 Rtcliardson, TX 75080.1504 

November 30,2005 10:35 PM 

OEC 3 0 2005 

FCC - M,@i!LRc*Q 

Representative Sam .1<11iiisoii 

U.S. House ofKcprcxiiI:itiies 
1211 Longaorth Houw Oflicc Uldg 
Washington, DC 205 15-000 I 

Subject: Re: I:edcral-Slatc Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative JoIiiisi)~i: 

1 hze seiiotis c o i i c z r ~ i ~  I cyirdiiig the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Scrvice I ~ L I I I ~  1 L SF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, Ii inlly and tii~iglibors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is CII! rcnlly collccted on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes tlrdt syslctii IU a flat  fee, that meam that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays tlic satiic ;iinwnt into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes oflong distance a month. 
Constituents uho use t l i c i i ~  liniitcd rcsou~ccs wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could c:i~isc iiiany low-volume long distance users, l k e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-incomc ies i i lc i i i i i l l  and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifling tlic l'biiclin~ burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. 111 xldit iot i .  i t  would Ii:ive a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF F ~ i r  Co.ilitiiin, ofwliich I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters aod up ti) tl:itc tiifornation on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not r c q ~ i i t e  companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As il cunsuiiici I iiould likc ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost niorc. And acci i id ing to tlic Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a llat fcr sistciii soon and without legislation. 

1 will Contjiiiic IO i i i o i i i ~ ~ t r  dcvelopnients on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my c ~ ~ ~ i c c i ~ ~ s  to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those i n  your coi is i i t t ie i icy.  

Thank you lix you, ~ w i i ~ ~ ~ ~ t c l d  norh and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Paytic 

cc: 
FCC General Eiiiail I%<>\ 



November 1,2W 1152 AM 

Senator Barbara Mikulski 
USSenate 
503Hart SenateOfficeBuilding 
W a s h i n g t o n , ! X 2 0 5 1 0 - ~ 1  

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Beard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator MikuLskk 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications C o n i  (FCC)~itiition to change t h e u n i v e r d  Senice 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will Le negatively impacted by theunfairchange proped by theFCC. 

A. you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue his. People who use more peg more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutm a month of long distance, p y s  the Same 
amount intotbe Lundassommnewhouses~rominutes of longdistanceamonth. Gnrtituentswhousetheirlimitedrreooul.ces 
wisely should not bepenalizedfordoiq SO. 

Afla t  fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelong distanceuaers,likestudentsprepidwirelesJusers,senio~citi~ns andlow- 
income residential and ~ ~ r a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaftordable monthly incremes on their b i b .  Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfromI&volume tolow-Mlumeu~rsisIadiC~andunnffBSIYm1. Inaddition,it wouldhavea 
hvjhlg detrimentaleffectonsmall businessasall amw America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whicbIamamembez,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthIq newle t tenandup 
todateinformation on t h e i r w b i t e ,  including l i n k  toFCC information. WhileIamawarethat fedezallawdoeonot require 
companieatoiffover,o*"pamalong'thesefeestotheircustomers,the~~ity is that they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoes toanu&rs taxed,my renicewillcoatmore. Andaccording tothecoalitionirecent 
mwiingswithtop~CofficialstheFCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesyatemaoonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordwelopmentsontheiaaueandcontinuetospread thewordtomycommunitg. Irequest youpam 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispzoportionately affect those in your 
constituency. 

Thankyouforyourcontinuedwo~kandIIwkforwardtobearingabout gourpoaitionon thismatter 

Sincerely. 

Joe Perry 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11:31 AM 

Senator Judd Gregg 
US. Senate 
393 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method tn a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessq. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. Wbile I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Mary Russell 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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Nancy McDougaU 
8620 Venoy court, Alexandria, VA 21309-1 566 c - ~~~~~~~~~~~ 

/ 

1,2005 11:21 AM Nove 

Senator George Allen 
U.S. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection metbod to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lOW-UOlUme long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-incxne rc;idential 2 . 2  ..A: ;u.i:i~r.cis, to gi>L a$ : he i rphae~  &e to unaffordable Ylionthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those io your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy McDougall 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 12:06 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
4% Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long aistance useis, I iL  Gtuder-ts, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Connie Malone 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Anthony Pace 
3404 Brewer St , Muskogee, OK 74401 

November 1,2005 1207 PM 

Representative Dan Boren 
U.S. House of Representatives 
216 Cnnnon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Boren: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 601x1 high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionate,, 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Pace 

. , r ,,*4..,# . . . , , ,* , I . ,. 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I I DEC 3 0 2005 
Patricia Dobbyn ! , : .  1. 

. .. . ' ,  . I  . .  
19944 N. JeMings Way, SGiise, &'853'74 

November 1,2005 11:21 AM 

Representative Trent Franks 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1237 Longworth House Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 205 1 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Franks: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you. know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volurfie long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordabte monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF ftom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Dobbyn 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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229 Malverne Dr , Syracuse, hT ,r 1' "- 
November 1,2005 11:15 AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Join; Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many 1.c 
and low-income resiCential aLid 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Edgar McGuire 

'lime long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
buLmmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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I November 1,2005 1154 AM 

Senator Mitch'McConnell 

361-A Russell Senate Office Buil, 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Sfate Joint Boarc , 

U.S. Senate, . .  

.;versa1 Service CC Docket 96-45 

-. Dear Senator McConnell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Ff 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collec 
my friends, family and neighbors, v 

As you know, USF is currently c 
FCC changes that system to a fl; 
distance, pays the same amount 
Constituents who use their limi 

A flat fee tax could cause man; 
and low-incr7.e -esidentiel m.6 ._._. _.I_.I_....-. 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

William Keiser 
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1 
D Wyer DEC 3 0 2005 
PO Box 326 , Horseheads, NY 14845-0326 

Representative John Kuhl 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1505 1-ongworth House Office Building 
Washington. DC 29515-0001 

Subject: Re: Fede,. ;Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

>ear Representative Kuhl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

D Wyer 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 30,2005 10:49 PM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
5 11 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

: hwc serious coxcems regarding the F-deral Comm)unications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you For your continued work and : !cok forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Mertes 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



DEC 3 0 2005 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US.  Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due lo unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links lo FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Paul Repa 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, .  



November I ,  2005 11:13 AM 

Senator James Inhofe 
U.S. Senate 
453 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Inhofe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding bvrden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Michael Waters 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Senator Pat Roberts 
US.  Senate 
I09 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A llat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Morris 

cc: 
, The Federei Communications Commission 


